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LETTER OF SUBMITTAL 


Unirep States SENATE, 
PREPAREDNESS INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMITTEE, 
March 14, 1956 
Hon. Ricwarp B. Russe tt, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: There is submitted herewith the sixth 
report of the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee under the 
authority of Senate Resolution 215, 84th Congress. 

This report is a study of the methods used by the Defense Depart- 
ment to sell surplus personal property and the financial return to the 
Government realized thereby. Its purpose was to ascertain the 
method of sale yielding the greatest return to the Government. 

The study was largely confined to the principal methods used; 
namely, the sealed-bid and the auction-sale methods. The study 
revealed that although the auction sale yields the highest financial 
return, it is used to a limited degree. The military departments 
might well consider greater utilization thereof. The general public 
seems to prefer this type of sale. Also, from the standpoint of admin- 
istrative expense, it is as reasonable as the other sales methods. 

A review of sales offerings was made by the staff over a period of 
months. This study revealed that there were numerous instances of 
inadequate property description. As a result, the bidders’ interest 
is lessened and the bids submitted are lower. 

The services have not made adequate comparisons of sales of 
similar equipment by different methods. Such comparisons are badly 
needed. Military equipment which had cost the Government $1,406,- 
907,540 was sold as surplus in fiscal year 1955. This is “‘big business”’ 
in every sense of the word. Therefore, the best possible merchandis- 
ing practices should be established by the Defense Department. 

Numerous other inquiries are being conducted by the subcommittee, 
the results of which will be transmitted to you as rapidly as they are 
completed. 

Respectfully, 
Lynpon B. JoHNSON, 
Chairman, Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee. 
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THE SALE OF SURPLUS MILITARY PROPERTY 


Il. INTRODUCTION 


After World War II the military departments had billions of 
dollars’ worth of military equipment in their possession in various 
locations throughout the world. It was deemed essential to store the 
vast bulk of this equipment for an indeterminate period of time, 
depending upon the progress of world affairs and the existence or non- 
existence of another world conflict. 

Unfortunately, another conflict did take place. With the advent 

of the Korean war, substantial quantities of this material in storage 
were¥pressed into use. However, hundreds of millions of dollars’ 
worth of womens remained unused, either because it had deteriorated 
to an unusable condition in storage, or had become obsolete due to 
theYdevelopment of new and more modern counterparts. Once 
again production lines went into high gear and churned out an endless 
stream of the sinews of war. 
f* As a result, when hostilities in Korea terminated, each military 
department was confronted with tremendous stocks of material on 
hand whose future military usefulness was extremely doubtful. 
This applied in particular to the still unused World War II equipment. 
Warehouses were bulging. Material was being stored in the open. 
Untold numbers of personnel, both military and civilian, had to be 
employed merely to keep up with the inventory records. 

An indication as to the enormity of this stockpile, classified surplus 
to future military needs, is readily apparent when reference is made 
to the volume of surplus sales conducted last year. In fiscal year 
1955 the Military Establishment sold surplus personal property that 
had initially cost the taxpayer $1,406,907,540. For fiscal year 1956 
it is estimated that the sales will equal or surpass this figure. 

Consequently, an increased and urgent emphasis has been placed 
on disposing of this property quickly and, most important, at a 
maximum financial return to the Government. The average returns 
realized from property disposed of in the past have been generally 
low, ranging from 5 to 7 percent of their original cost. 

The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee has a deep concern 
as to the manner and methods used by the military departments in 
disposing of this property in order to ensure the maximum financial 
return. The committee, therefore, has made a study in the past few 
months, not only of the various methods used to dispose of surplus 
personal property, but also the percentage of return achieved from 
each type of sale to ascertain, if possible, the method of sale that is 
the most profitable and in the best interests of the Government. 
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II. Meruops or Disposinc or SurpLus PROPERTY 


In general the military departments have utilized five different 
methods of surplus property disposal: (1) sealed-bid sale; (2) auction 
sale; (3) spot-bid sale; (4) negotiated sale; (5) retail sale. Only the 
first 2 are the major methods used, as the amounts sold by the last 
3 are relatively insignificant. 

(1) Sealed-bid sale-——This has been the method most frequently 
employed. The disposal officer issues an invitation to bid to those 
individuals and business organizations who have previously filed their 
names with his office as interested parties in surplus military equip- 
ment. Each potential buyer submits a bid on the individual items 
that he wants to purchase. The bids are opened on a designated day, 
and the highest bidder receives the award for the goods. It is 
characteristic of this sale that a deposit of 20 percent be submitted 
with the bid. This type of sale has been used for the sale of all 
types of military equipment. Certain designated days are provided 
for the bidders’ inspection of the material on the premises of the dis- 
posing installation. 

(2) Auction sale——This type of sale is used to dispose of large 
quantities of surplus at one location when sufficient space and facili- 
ties are available and when a wide variety of military equipment is 
present. The property is supposed to have a high degree of com- 
mercial utilization. The chief difference between this sale and the 
sealed-bid sale is that the auction is under the control and supervision 
of an auctioneer, who has been retained by the military service on a 
contract to conduct the sale. His duties include assisting in lotting 
and segregating the merchandise in the most attractive and salable 
groups; preparing the brochures and sales catalogs for distribution to 
interested bidders; and arranging for extensive newspaper advertising. 
A certain number of days are allotted for inspection of the equipment. 

(3) Spot-bid sale.—This is used to sell separate lots or units during 
an announced public offering. It is a combination of the auction-type 
and sealed-bid sale, in that notices containing general descriptions 
are used. Spot-bid sales are usually aan to the sale of small 
quantities of usable property having commercial demand. Charac- 
teristic of this sale is that participation is usually restricted to local 
bidders due to a short sale period and limited circularization. Pro- 
longed study was not made of this method of surplus disposal, as its 
primary purpose is the disposition of small lots. 

(4) Negotiated sale.—This type of sale is used with individual 
bidders who are known to have an interest in the property when 
(a) the reasonable recovery value of the materiel involved does not 
exceed $500; or, (b) the materiel constitutes such a hazard to health 
or property as to require immediate disposition; or, (c) the materiel 
will spoil or deteriorate so rapidly as to require immediate disposition; 
or, (d) after adequate advertising, no acceptable bids are received 
under the other types of sale. 

(5) Retail sale-—This type of sale is utilized when local-market 
conditions reveal that the sales value would be greater providing 
(a) the value of any one item does not exceed $500; (6) local market 
conditions have been studied and the market price for the items has 
been ascertained; and (c) the sale has been approved by the area 
commander or head of the technical service, when appropriate. 
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lll. Scope anp Purpose or tHe Report 


The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee has confined its 
inquiry to two methods of sale: (1) the sealed-bid sale, and (2) the 
auction sale. The other methods are utilized by the services to a 
limited degree and represent, in sales amount, only a small fraction 
of eneeu surplus property. 

The committee’s efforts were directed towards ascertaining the type 
of sale providing the highest rate of return to the Government. A 
review was made of the total sales of surplus property in the past 
2 fiscal years by all methods of sale for each military department, and 
a comparative analysis was made with the auction sales conducted 
during this period. The figures were very revealing. 

The Defense Department stated that approximately 14 percent of 
all property sold as surplus had been disposed of by the auction method. 
Investigation by the committee leads it to believe that 10 percent is a 
more accurate figure. 

Comparisons were made between the percentage of gross return re- 
ceived by each military department through auction sales and their 
total surplus sales. The total surplus-sales figure includes the return 
from auction sales because the military departments do not separate 
the proceeds from each sale method used. Only the Air Force has 
done this in recent months. The Military Establishment unfortu- 
nately has in only one isolated instance made a statistical analysis or 
comparison of the returns achieved through different sales methods 
for similar property to determine the method most financially bene- 
ficial to the Government, and this was at the request of the Congress. 


IV. Tue Save or Minirary Surpuus In THE Past 2 Years 
A. DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 


The Defense Department in fiscal year 1954 sold surplus property 
having an acquisition cost of $1,184,319, a They realized in proceeds 
$84,305,071, or a percentage return of 7.1. This figure is optimisti- 
cally deceiving, as it includes proceeds in excess of $17 million received 
from the sale of scrap materiel and the acquisition cost for materiel 
sold as scrap was not listed. Therefore, the receipts from scrap were 
subtracted to afford a realistic analysis. As a result, the rate of return 
was adjusted downward to approximately 6 percent, representing the 
actual return to the Government, instead of 7.1 percent. 

In fiseal year 1955 the Defense Department sold surplus property 
having an acquisition cost of $1,406,907,540, realizing in proceeds 
$143,526,844, or a percentage return on materiel sold of 10.2. How- 
ever, after subtracting $40,479,524 of this amount which was received 
from the sale of scrap, the acquisition cost of which is not listed in the 
total figures for acquisition cost of property sold, the return to the 
Government is more accurate ‘ly reflected as 7.3 percent. 

The total figures are presented to portray the enormity of surplus 
property disposed of annually and the low percentage of return 
realized by the Government. It is estimated that surplus-property 
sales will continue at the same, or even a larger, volume in the next 
2 years. 

No breakdown was available in the Defense Department revealing 
the rate of return received from each type and method of sale em- 
nloyed. It was necessary, therefore, to make an intensive study of the 
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surplus sales for each military department, in order to obtain detailed 
information as to the various types of sales and the rate of return 
realized thereby. 

B. DEPARTMENT OF THE NAV) 


1. Total surplus sales during fiscal years 1954 and 19565 

The Department of the Navy disposed of surplus personal property 
in the amount of $326,412,000 at acquisition cost during fiscal year 
1954 in the United States. The Navy realized in proceeds $36,975,000. 
This included $10,346,000 from the sale of scrap, for which no acqusi- 
tion cost was listed, leaving net proceeds of $26,629,000 for which 
acquisition cost data were available, or a return of 8 percent on the 
material sold. 

During fiscal year 1955 they sold surplus military property having 
an acquisition cost of $639,510,000. Proceeds realized from these 
sales were $54,016,000, or a return to the Government of 8.44 percent. 
These proceeds do not include $16,650,000 realized from the sale of 
scrap, because no acquisition cost was available for this type of mate- 
rial. The rate of return—namely, 8.44—is comparable to the return 
of 8 percent achieved overall during fiscal year 1954. 

The Department of the Navy reported that no percentages were 
compiled as they applied to acquisition costs and proceeds realized, 
broken down into the separate types and methods of sales used. 
They acknowledged that such a report was available for the auction- 
type sale only. Hence, it was necessary to compare the figures avail- 
able for the auction type of sale with the overall sales made by the 
Department of the Navy, which as a part thereof included the auction 
sales figures. 


2. Auction sales conducted by the Department of the Navy (including 


receipts from auction sales) 

The Department of the Navy has held 14 auction sales as of 
October 1, 1955. 

The chart below shows the auction sales conducted by the Navy, 
providing the location and date of sale, acquisition cost of material 
sold, proceeds received, and the pereentage of gross return realized 
by the Government. It is readily apparent that each and every 
auction sale realized a far greater return to the Government than the 
return received on overall sales from all methods conducted by the 
Navy. 
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Report on Navy auction sales 
Percents: 
Acquisition Proceeds of return tx 
Location Date value of realized requisition 
material cost 
Philadelphia, Pa., Naval Shipyard Apr. 21-22, 1953 $1, 002, 601. 00 $103, 304, 00 10.3 
Be dieth ss A iiitein he Sthieek July 14, 1953 434, 423. 00 72, 107. 00 16. 50 
Bayonne, N.J., Naval Supply Depot Nov. 4, 1953 1, 261, 454. 00 186, 951. 00 14. 82 
SS. JdeSibccenk Apr. 14, 1954 1, 600, 617.00 256, 051. 00 16.0 
Port Hueneme, Calif., Naval Con- May 4-5, 1954 8, 744, 558. 00 1, 580, 697. GO 18. 07 
struction Battalion Center. 
Pearl Harbor, T. H., Naval Supply | June 15-17, 1954 3, 034, 847. 37 363, 785, 98 11.9 
Center. 
Newport, R. I., Naval Supply Depot Aug. 4, 1954 903, 533. 84 141, 715. 33 15.7 
Great Lakes, Lll., Naval Supply Depot..| Aug. 25-26, 1954 1, 905, 839. 26 360, O41. 85 18.9 
Bayonne, N.J., Naval Supply Depot Nov. 3, 1954 1, 885, 004. 61 405, 292. 13 21. 51 
Davisville, R. I., Naval Construction | Dec. 1-2, 1954 5, 318, 000. 00 2, 138, 000. 00 “0.2 
Battalion Center. 
Port Hueneme, Calif., Naval Construc- Dec. 7-8, 1954 8, 108, 346. 55 3, 245, 480. 00 40. 026 
tion Battalion Center. 
Gulfport, Miss., Naval Construction | Dec. 15, 1954 1, 995, 017. 00 728, 755. 00 a6. 5 
Battalion Center. 
Pearl Harbor, T. H., Naval Supply | Feb. 16-18, 1955 10, 150, 000. 00 1, 370, 000. 00 13 
Center. 
Great Lakes, IIL, Naval Supply Depot.| May 25-26, 1955 2, 329, 472. 44 412, 581. 48 17.7 
MO. ccisicticaase sed ; 48, 673,714.07 | 11, 365, 751. 77 
Average percentage return eS id 23. 35 


The opinion was expressed by certain military officials that addi- 
tional auction sales at the same installation would not prove as 
remunerative as the first sale because the novelty of the sale would 
have decreased and the local interest and need for this type of surplus 
military equipment would have been met. As a result, the net return 
to the Government on each succeeding sale would be far less than 
the initial auction sale. 

A review of these sales thoroughly rebuts this contention. For 
example, the first sale at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard realized 
a return of 10.3 percent, whereas the second sale returned 16.59 
percent. The first sale at the Bayonne, N. J., Naval Supply Depot 
realized 14.82 percent, whereas a second sale realized 16 percent, and 
a third sale realized 21.51 percent. 

The first sale at Port Hueneme realized 18.07 percent of the acquisi- 
tion cost of material sold and the second sale realized 40.026 percent. 
The first sale at Pearl Harbor realized 11.09 percent for the Govern- 
ment, whereas 13.05 percent was realized on the second. Therefore, 
a review of the statistics warrants a conclusion that additional sale 
at the same activity yield a greater rather than a lesser return to the 
Government and that there is not a lack of public interest displayed 
on “repeat” auction sales.! 

The Navy Department maintained accurate records of expenses 
incurred in conducting their auction sales, including auctioneer’s fee, 
cost of advertising, and other direct expenses of the sale. However, 
they did not maintain any comparable listing of expenses incurred in 
conducting sealed bid or other types of sale. Thus it was not possible 
to make a comparison between the administrative costs of each 
method of sale. Also, for this reason the committee had to confine 
its comparative analyses to gross returns from each type of sale rather 
than net return, which would have been preferable. 

1A special inquiry was initiated to ascertain the reasons for the substantia] returns received on the 3 
sales at Davisville, R. I., Port Hueneme, Calif., and Gulfport, Miss. The Department of the Navy 


responded that it was due predominantly to the sale of large quantities of unused construction equipment 
for which there was a great demand and resultant high bidding. 
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The average auctioneer’s fees and the cost of advertising for these 
sales approximated $10,000 per auction sale. In return the auctioneer 
not only sold the material but lotted the merchandise, published the 
catalog of material to be sold, performed the promotional work in the 
form of brochures and advertising extensively in newspapers and 
trade journals. Needless to say, this accomplished a tremendous 
saving to the Department of the Navy, which, if the material had been 
sold under sealed bid, would have had to perform all these functions 
with Navy personnel. 


C. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


1. Total surplus sales during fiscal years 1954 and 1955 (ineluding 
receipts from auction sales) 

During fiscal year 1954 the Department of the Army sold, as sur- 
plus, personal property having an acquisition cost of $914,600,000, 
realizing in proceeds $55, 500,000, or a percentage return to the 
Government of 6.1. The Army does not follow “the computation 
procedure utilized by the Navy. They list the acquisition cost of 
scrap material sold in their total figures, whereas the Navy does not 
establish an acquisition cost for scrap material sold. Consequently, 
to make the statistics uniform and in fairness to the Army, there was 
deducted $410,200,000, which was listed as the acquisition cost of 
scrap sold, together with the scrap proceeds of $14,200,000, which 
represented a return of 3.5 percent on the sales of scrap materials. 
As a result, the computation was made analagous to the figures sup- 
plied by the Department of the Navy. Thus the Department of the 
Army sold material having an acquisition cost of $504,400,000 and 
obtained proceeds of $35,600,000, for a return of 7 percent on the 
personal property sold. 

Statistics for the first 6 months of fiscal year 1955 show that the 
Army sold material that cost $751,900,000. They obtained a return 
of $44,200,000, or a percentage return of 5.9. After deducting 
$271,700,000, the acquisition cost of scrap sold, which brought pro- 
ceeds of $9,800,000, or a return of 3.6 percent, the figures reflect that 
the Department of the Army sold surplus personal property that 
cost. $480,200,000, realizing in proceeds $32,800,000, for a return of 
6.8 percent, 

It is important to reiterate that the above figures are returns from 
all types of sale, including the proceeds from auction sales, whose 
higher rate of return assisted in bringing the percentage up to 6.8 
percent. 


Auction sales conducted by the Department of the Army 


The record of auction sales held up to the present time by the 
Department of the Army is as follows: 


v7) 
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Report on Army auction sales 


Percentage 


e ae Acquisition cost Proceeds of return to 
Location Date of material realized scquisition 
cost 
Columbus General Depot, Ohio Mar. 10-11, 1954 $9, 568, 484 $527, 743 : 
Sharpe General Depot, Calif Apr. 19-22, 1954 11, 551, 135 1, 277, 206 1 
Marietta Transportation Depot, Pa June 1-4, 1954 11, 113, 040 744, 730 6.8 
Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Pa June 22-24, 1954 &, 662, 117 571, 706 6.7 
Columbus General Depot, Ohio | Oct. 19-21, 1954 13, 924, 705 S14, G05 5.8 
Sharpe General Depot, Calif. Oct, 25-27, 1954 24, 463, 640 1, 747, 204 7.1 
Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Pa Nov. 8-10, 1954 &, 342, 000 768, 581 92 
Seattle Disposal Area, Wash Dec. 13-16, 1954 12, 990, 111 1, 166, O82 9.0 
Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Pa July 6-8, 1955 7, 704, 62 728, 804 9.5 
Rochester Ordnance District, N. Y July 19, 1955 1, 870, 582 110, 122 5.9 
Pueblo Ordnance Depot, Colo Sept. 20-22, 1955 5, 938, 590 575, 800 97 
Total | tegties 116, 128, 966 9, 033, 123 
Average percentage return ca 7.8 


The Army had conducted 11 auction sales as of October 1, 1955 
The chart reflects a 7.8-percent return on the material sold. This 
compares favorably with the 7-percent return received in fiscal year 
1954 and the 6.8-percent return received in the first 6 months of fiscal 
year 1955 from all sales by all methods (including the auction sales). 

It may seem relatively insignificant when a service realizes only 
approximately 1 percent more from the sale of property by the auction 
method than from the sealed-bid or other type of sale. However, it 
is far from insignificant, once consideration is given to the total 
amount of property being disposed of. For example, a 1-percent 
additional return on the $1,406,907,540 of personal property sold in 
fiscal year 1955 by the Defense Department would pour $14,069,075 
more into the United States Treasury. 

In testimony before the Congress, the Department of the Army 
reported that it had made one test-run comparison between the rate 
of return achieved from auction sales and the return achieved by 
sealed-bid sales during fiscal year 1954. It selected a total of 36 sealed 
bid sales having an acquisition cost of $16,776,937 and compared them 
with 2 auction sales having an acquisition cost of $17,396,561. Gross 
proceeds from the auction sales were $1,099,540, or a return of 6.3 
percent. Gross proceeds from the sealed-bid sales were $1,013,394, 
or a return of 6 percent. This example purported to demonstrate 
that auction sales did not accomplish a substantially greater return 
than sealed-bid sales. 

The Army said the two auction sales selected—one at Letterkenny 
Ordnance Depot, Pa., the other at Columbus General Depot, Co- 
lumbus, Ohio—were typical and representative of the other auction 
sales held in that year. An examination of the preceding chart of 
Army auction sales reveals that there were only four auction sales 
held in fiscal year 1954. 

The committee considers it strange that the Department selected 
the two auction sales having the lowest rate of return as typical. At 
Sharpe General Depot, Calif., the rate of return was 11.1 percent and 
at Marietta Transportation Depot, Pa., the rate of return was 6.8 
percent. 

The Army also made a comparison as to the administrative costs 
incurred to conduct an auction sale versus similar expenses incurred 
to dispose of property via the sealed-bid sale. It stated that the 2 
auction sales mentioned above cost the Department of the Army 
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$104,332, whereas the cost of the 36 sealed-bid sales was $97,674. 
Compared with auction-sale proceeds of $1,099,540, the administra- 
tive expenses incurred were nearly 10 percent of the moneys received. 

On the 36 sealed-bid sales listed the proceeds were $1,013,394 and 
the administrative expenses were $97,674, or 9.7 percent of all moneys 
received. 

This appears to be an extremely high administrative cost to the 
Government in disposing of surplus property. It should be noted 
that the administrative expenses of the Department of the Navy, by 
sharp contrast, were only 3.3 percent of their total proceeds from 14 
auction sales.’ 

The Department of the Army has conducted an experimental and 
commendable operation at three auction sales. They permitted sealed 
bids to be submitted on the same material being offered for sale at 
auction. ‘The results were as follows: 

1. At the Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Chambersburg, Pa., on 
November 8 through 10, 1954, there were 1,166 lots up for auction 
sale. Sealed bids were permitted on all lots. However, only 50 lots 
were bid on by sealed bid. The important result was that only three 
lots were successfully won by sealed bidders. The auction-sale bidders 
outbid on the other 47 lots. 

2. At the Seattle Area Disposal Center, Seattle, Wash., on Decem- 
ber 13 through 17, 1954, there were over 2,500 lots up for sale. Sealed 
bids were permitted on all lots but actually received on only 105 lots. 
Three lots were successfully awarded to the sealed bidders, with the 
auction-sale bidders outbidding on the other 102 lots. 

3. At the Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Chambersburg, Pa., on 
January 18, 1956, there were 388 lots sold. Sealed bids were permitted 
on all lots and an undetermined number were received, as the accurate 
number was not recorded. However, none were successful, as the 
bidders at the auction sale outbid the highest sealed bids received in 
all instances. 

D. DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


1. Total surplus sales during fiscal years 1954 and 1955 (including 
receipts from auction sales) 

In fiseal year 1954 the Air Force sold surplus personal property at 
home and abroad, having an acquisition cost of $239,047,157, realizing 
$6,903,938, or a return of only 2.9 percent. These figures do not 
include proceeds of $6,074,817 from the sale of scrap, for which no 
acquisition cost was given 

In fiscal year 1955 the Air Force sold surplus personal property 
having an acquisition cost of $382,158,777, receiving a return of 
$18,369,994, or a return of 4.8 percent. The figures do not include 
proceeds of $8,483,746 from the sale of scrap, for which no acquisition 
cost was given. 

The committee noted with gratification the substantial increase 
from 2.9 to 4.8 percent, but considers the consistently low return 
received by the Air Force, when compared to the rates of return ob- 
tained by the Army and Navy, as reflecting an immediate need for 
further study and effort by the Air Force. 

2 The Navy received proceeds of $11,003,344.29 from 14 auction sales. Their costs of conducting these 


sales were $362,407.47, or 3.3 percent of proceeds realized. These costs included auctioneer’s fee, cost of 
advertising, and other direct expenses of the sale. 


| 
} 





THE SALE OF SURPLUS MILITARY PROPERTY g 


Auction sales conducted by the Department of the Air Force 

The Air Force held 20 auction sales in a 16-month period from 
March 1, 1954, through June 30, 1955. The total acquisition cost 
of material sold at auction sales was $113,336,190.34. Proceeds 
realized were $6,046,429.56, or a percentage return of 5.3 percent. 
This is substantially higher than the Air Force’s overall record by all 
types of sale of 2.9 and 4.8 percent. The returns from each auction 
sale range from a low of 2.54 percent to a high of 14.73 percent. The 
following chart is a report on Air Force auction sales. 


Report on Air Force auction sales 


Percentage 


Location Date Acquisition cost Proceeds of return to 
of material realized equisition 

cost 
McClellan Air Force Base Mar. 13, 1954 $299, 470. 86 $36, 204. &S 12. Of 
Cheli Air Force Depot. . : Apr. 6-8, 1954 3, 398, 930. 05 335, 772. 20 Q.87 
Tinker Air Force Base June 12, 1954 2, 533, 436. 02 151, 157. 30 8 
Kelly Air Force Base June 14-16, 1954 7 863,961.84 362, 026. 78 4. 60 
McClellan Air Force Bas« June 19, 1954. 512, 855. 70 AS, 342. O5 11. 37 
Wilkins Air Force Depot__-. July 21, 1954 12, 34, 141. 76 44, 236, 58 5.15 
McClellan Air Force Base _- Aug. 7, 1954 556, 024, 23 49,934, 50 & OR 
Cheli Air Force Depot... Aug. 31-Sept. 1, 1954 6, 600, 000. 00 633, LAT. 14 0.50 
Kelly Air Force Base Sept. 13, 1954 22, 156, 125, 22 563, 768, 51 2&4 
Brookley Air Force Base Sept. 21, 19! 530, 423. 71 36, 807. 00 6.93 
McClellan Air Force Base Sept. 25, 1955 482, 432. 82 40, 222. 83 8. 33 
Mallory Air Force Depot -- Oct. 1-2, 1954 3, 651, 881. 95 402, 572. 50 11.02 
McClellan Air Force Base Nov. 13, 1954 903, 841. 78 102, 638. 50 11.35 
Cheli Air Force Depot- - Dec, 910, 1954 2, 594, 683, 28 382, 190, 16 14.73 
Keliy Air Force Base. Jan, 18-19, 1955 13, 512, 314. 63 360, 572. 54 2. 48 
Cheli Air Force Depot - Feb. 24, 1955 11, 235, 715. 22 984, 855. 29 8. 78 
Brookley Air Force Base Mar. 2-3, 1955 3, 127, 732. 69 124, 798. 74 4.00 
Mallory Air Force Depot Mar. 17-18, 1955 3, 668, 854. 00 123, 951, 28 3. a8 
Kelly Air Force Base June 7-8, 1955 14, 933, 569. 15 425, Seu), 18 2.84 
Mallory Air Force Depot_ -- June 16-17, 1955. ‘ 2, 200, 7 795. 43 227, 643. 70 10. 29 

Total... 113, 336, 190. 34 6, 046, 429. 56 

Average percentage return_. oa 5. 30 


The committee ascertaimed that in fiscal year 1954, when the returns 
to the Department of the Air Force were only 2.9 percent on material 
sold, auction sales were used to a negligible degree. Specifically, the 
Air Force 1 receipts were only $407,112 from property _disposal via the 
auction-sale method, out of total receipts of $12,978,755 for the year. 
Thus only 3.3 percent of the total gross return was achieved by the 
auction-sale method, whereas in fiscal year 1955, when the overall 
percentage return to the Air Force on all sales rose substantially to 
4.8 percent, auction-sale receipts accounted for 16.6 percent of the 
total receipts. Specifically, $4,465,870 was received by the Air Force 
for surplus property sold by the auction-sale method out of total 
receipts of $26,853,740.° 

It was noted that the rate of return on certain auction sales was 
surprisingly below the average. Four of the six sales having the 
lowest rate of return were held at Kelly Air Force Base at San An- 
tonio, Tex. At these sales the Air Force disposed of material having 
an acquisition cost of $58,465,970, with proceeds realized of only 
$1,711,934, and a percentage return on each sale of only 4.6, 2.54, 
2 68, and 2.84—obv iously low returns. 

The reason assigned by the Air Force for such low realization on 
property sold was that the subject matter of the sale was specialized 


3 It was necessary to compare receipts from auction sales with receipts from all other sales, as no records 
were available indicating the acquisition cost o {materials sold by each type of sale, 
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equipment (such as airplane engines, assemblies, and aeronautical 
parts) which they stated had little, if any, commercial application. 

Defense Department and Air Force regulations recommend that 
specialized equipment shall not be sold by the auction method. At 
these auction sales the rule was not followed, as specialized equipment 
was sold at auction. It may well be that the auction sale of this equip- 
ment brought a higher rate of return than would have been realized 
through its sale by the sealed-bid method. The Air Force should 
adopt a flexible program and conduct test sales of all types of equip- 
ment by various sales methods in order to determine the type yielding 
the greatest return to the Government. Accordingly, a change in the 
regulations ought to be considered. 

Although the property sold at Kelly Air Force Base represents over 
50 percent of the dollar volume of all property sold through the auction- 
sale method, nonetheless the Air Force’s overall auction-sale return of 
5.3 percent is still substantially higher than their overall rate of return 
through all types of sale. 

The Air Force employs a policy under which the acquisiton cost of 
materials sold at both auction and sealed bid sales is not listed. This 
is contrary to the practice of the Departments of the Army and Navy, 
and may be partially responsible for the lower rate of return by the 
Air Force. 

The Air Force contends that listing acquisition cost constitutes a 
deception of the public because the material does not approach in its 
sale condition a value comparable to what the Government paid for it. 

The bidding public undoubtedly recognizes that when the Air 
Force sells material and states that it is used or unused, they are 
bidding on equipment which in its sale condition does not necessarily 
bear a relationship to what the Government paid for it initially. The 
bidders are also aware of its condition based on their physical inspec- 
tion of the material. Under these circumstances it seems a remote 
possibility that knowledge of the original cost could be deceptive. On 
the contrary, the acquisition cost is certainly a material and pertinent 
factor that should be inserted to provide the bidders with some idea 
of the expensiveness of the equipment at the time it was initially 
procured. Failure to do this could result in more, rather than less, 
deception of the bidding public. 

The Air Force has undertaken a commendable study. This study, 
commencing in January 1955 and running through June 1955, shows 
the acquisition cost, proceeds, and rate of return received by the Air 
Force on all property sold within that period. Most important, it 
breaks down figures by method of sale used. As the Air Force 
utilizes the spot-bid sale quite frequently, the figures are listed for 
three types of sale, namely, spot-bid, sealed-bid and auction sale. 
Once again the figures are significant, portraying a substantially 
higher rate of return in each month through the auction-sale method. 
The chart is as follows: 
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Percent of return, by method of sales for salvage and usable property, period Jan. I 








to June 30, 1955 















Percentage 


Feseum tage f 
S aiodae of gross 4 of gross 
—r Proceeds | returnto Acquisition Proceeds | return to 
acquisi- : acquisi- 
tion cost tion cost 
January 1955 February 1955 
nd en hi alleen aaaedien 
Sealed bid__..._.. $16, 268, 961.74 | $469, 208. 12 | 2.9 | $13, 278,267.38 $537, 124. 46 | 4.0 
Spot bid_- ; 1, 854, 159. 31 | 96, 203.33 | 5.2 2, 850, 283. 40 130, 749. 78 4.6 
Auction...........| 2, 263,938.89 | 322,174.89 | 14.2 96. 85 12. 45 12.9 
March 1955 April 1955 
Sealed bid- $25, 461,685.86 $683, 663. 31 2.7 | $19,827,318.33 $541,040.39 2.7 
Spot bid___-__-. 3, 118, 209. 90 133, 238. 33 4.3 3, 860, 170. 89 185, 129. 37 48 
Austion........... 6, 757, 311. 13 540, 250. 01 8.0 6, 674, 415. 69 539, 429. 33 8.1 
May 1955 June 1955 
Sealed bid___.__- $7, 545,019.47 | $300, 345.75 4.0 $17, 695,729.52 $699,025. 19 4.0 
Spot bid_-_..__.- 3, 746, 220. 79 145, 066. 59 3.9 3, 316, 493. 43 158, 271. 53 4.8 
Auction.......--. 7, 386, 451. 00 405, 170. 18 5.5 7, 485, 620. 20 470, 547. 30 6.3 






































V. REGULATIONS AND CRITERIA FOR ConpucTING AUCTION SALES 


The Department of Defense has established guidelines for selling 
surplus personal property. Jn Department of Defense Instruction 
No. 4160.4, dated July 13, 1954, general guidance is set forth as to 
the type of sale to be utilized in disposing of surplus property. It 
provides that the auction-sale method should be used only for bigh- 
value, high-potential-use property. The sealed-bid method should 
be used for low-value, low-potential-use property. This regulation 
confines itself to the two extremes, with no guidance as to the pre- 
ponderant amount of surplus property which has a value somewhere 
in between. 

Each military department has supplemented the Defense Depart- 
ment directive with additional general instructions which are to 
govern the surplus-property-disposal officer in reaching a decision as 
to the feasibility of an auction sale. Some of the criteria which the 
military departments allege must be present in order to stage a 
successful auction sale are the following: 

1. A substantial quantity of nahes property. Until recently 
this has been interpreted by the three military departments to 
mean property having an acquisition cost in excess of $1 million. 
However, Defense Department officials in the disposal program 
have expressed the view that property having an original cost 
in excess of $500,000 is sufficient to warrant an auction sale. 

2. A variety of items to insure widespread interest on the part 
of the bidding public. 

3. Property having commercial application. 

. 4. cece space to display, lot, and inspect the property to 
e sold. 

5. Proximity to populated areas to attract the maximum num- 

ber of bidders. 
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The ultimate decision on which method to use lies with the property- 
disposal officer at each local installation. This is a heavy responsi- 
bility, particularly when most disposal officers are of low military 
rank or low civilian classification pay scale. It seems apparent that 
a disposal officer would have a natural reluctance to recommend an 
auction sale where his ebility and experience would be put to a severe 
test through the widespread publicity accompanying such a sale. It 
simplifies his burden tremendously to use the sealed-bid sale. He 
merely sends out printed invitations to bid to those bidders already 
on the bidders’ list maintained at the installation. There is little or 
no publicity. As long as the limited prevailing regulations providing 
for disposal are complied with, there is little risk of criticism of the 
manner in which the property is sold. 

It is, therefore, difficult to criticize the past decisions of the disposal 
officers. The decisional responsibility should be placed in persons of 
higher autbority. The departments should initiate more specific 
instructions to encourage a wider use of auction sales. They should 
consider obtaining the services of merchandising specialists in this field 
to assist the disposal officer in achieving the most efficient disposal of 
surplus property with a resultant higher return on property sold. 


VI. Review or Inviratrions To Bip On Surpius PRopPERTY 


The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee staff has in the past 
few months conducted a review and study of the invitations to bid on 
all types of sales held by the military departments. This included 
both sealed bids and auction-sale bids. 

Military officials advise that in conformance with the regulations 
and criteria laid down for auction sales, the property to be sold by 
this method must have commercial application. Asaresult, it is more 
attractive to bidders and brings a higher rate of return to the Govern- 
ment. Conversely, specialized military equipment having little 
commercial use or interest is sold by the sealed-bid method and 
yields a lower rate of return. This is their explanation for auction 
sales realizing a higher return. 

The committee wholeheartedly concurs that property having adapt- 
ability or use by individuals or commercial concerns throughout the 
country will vield a higher return than specialized military equip- 
ment whose commercial use is limited. However, the committee’s 
review and analysis of hundreds of invitations to bid on all types 
of sales over many months leads to the conclusion that both com- 
mercially applicable and specialized types of equipment have been 
sold by the auction method and that both types of equipment have 
been sold by the sealed-bid method. We conclude further that more 
commercially usable property has been sold by the sealed-bid method 
than has been sold by the auction method. Therefore, we cannot 
concur that auction sales have realized greater proceeds due to the 
type of material sold. To illustrate, the following examples are . 
cited: 

The Air Force in 1955 held two large auction sales at Kelly Air 
Force Base in Texas. The first sale was conducted on January 18 and 
19, 1955. Material having an acquisition cost of $13,512,314.63 was 
sold. The material sold from the standpoint of acquisition cost was 
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largely airplane engines, assemblies, and parts. Their commercial 
application was undoybtedly limited, as it was specialized military 
equipment. The rate of return was 2.68 percent. 

The Air Force on June 7 and 8, 1955, held another auction sale at 
Kelly Air Force Base, Tex., wherein $14,933,569.15 worth of military 
property was sold, realizing a low return of 2.84 percent. A review 
of this sale reveals that the greatest dollar volume was represented 
once again by specialized property. This sale demonstrates that 
specialized material has been sold at auction sales, contrary to Air 
Force regulations. However, if specialized equipment can also be sold 
at auction for a greater return than by the sealed-bid or other type of 
sale, then it should be done by auction sale, because in the final 
analysis the return to the Government should be the prevailing 
consideration. 

An example of the military departments selling high commercially 
usable property by sealed bid, contrary to regulations, was illustrated 
recently in a sale by the Department of the Navy at the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. ‘They put up for sale property valued in excess of $7 
million. It was predominantly unused and in good condition. It 
consisted of hundreds of items, such as lighting fixtures, insulation 
material, electrical equipment and switchboards, pumps, compressors, 
fans and coolers, paper, mess equipment, fiberglass, pipe covering, 
firebricks, nuts, bolts, washers and other hardware, motion-picture 
and photographic equipment. 

There has not been a single case apparently where similar material 
has been split up and sold by different methods of sale to determine 
with finality the method of sale achieving the highest rate of return 
to the Government. In addition, there has been only one analytical 
comparison made as to the sale of similar property sold by different 
sales methods at various installations throughout the United States. 
The committee believes that each military department should have 
developed substantial evidence to demonstrate conclusively that their 
disposal methods were the most financially rewarding to the Govern- 
ment. This technique should have been initiated in 1952, when 
surplus sales assumed such magnitude. 

The study by the committee revealed that a large percentage of 
property being sold as surplus was unused and in good condition. 
It is quite likely that the need for the property may have disappeared. 
However, the sale of unused equipment always creates doubts and 
uncertainty as to the wisdom of purchasing the material in the first 
instance. These doubts are difficult to resolve and to overcome. 


VII. Ture Army Avction SALE at PuEBLO ORDNANCE Deport, CoLo. 


Early in September 1955 the United States Army announced that 
there would be an auction sale of surplus military property on Sep- 
tember 20, 21, and 22, 1955, at the Pueblo Ordnance Depot, near 
Pueblo, Colo. Unused and used equipment, having an acquisition 
cost of almost $6 million, was to be sold. This was the first auction 
sale by the Department of the Army in the Rocky Mountain area. 

The committee directed staff members to attend the sale and to 
obtain the prices received for the material sold. They collected 
information from the commanding officer reflecting on whether the 
same or comparable equipment had been sold previously under sealed 
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bid. If so, the staff was furnished a record of the highest price at 
which the material had sold under this method. The purpose was to 
effect a committee comparison between the rate of return for the same 
or a comparable item when being sold by two different sale methods at 
the same installation. In so doing the committee was performing a 
task that should have been acomplished years ago by each military 
department. 

The Pueblo Ordnance Depot is considered to be in a relatively 
isolated geographic locale. Pueblo, Colo., 13 miles from the depot, 
is the nearest metropolitan area. It was felt this could detract from 


the rate of return, as bidders from great distances might not bother. 


to attend the sale. Also, there was not a wide variety of equipment for 
sale under Army standards, as the vast majority of items consisted of 
vehicular equipment and automotive spare parts. To some extent, 
therefore, this sale did not meet two of the requisite criteria established 
by the Department of the Army for auction sales. 

After the sale commenced, the staff members were interested im 
determining whether the bidders present actually represented only 
the immediate surrounding area or whether some bidders had traveled 
great distances. It was ascertained that bidders were in attendance 
from 17 States. The relatively isolated position of the ordnance 
depot did not prove to be a deterrent to those interested in procuring 
surplus military equipment. 

There were 1,735 lots of material for sale located in 4 readily 
available outdoor-storage areas. Each piece of equipment was clearly 
marked with its lot number and was arranged in numerical sequence, 
so that a bidder could easily locate the items in which he had an 
interest. More than 10,000 persons had physically inspected the 
material during the dates set aside for inspection. The auctioneer 
had printed 5,000 catalogs, and all had been distributed to interested 
individuals or business organizations. 

One could not help but notice the spirited enthusiasm that per- 
meated the auditorium where the sale was conducted. On the first 
day of the auction there were 1,000 or more persons present at the 
commencement of the bidding. As this crowd overflowed the audi- 
torium, it was necessary for many to congregate outside. (Loud- 
speakers were provided for the crowd’s benefit.) It was evident that 
frequent bids were received from individuals interested in buying a 
single piece of equipment as well as from the surplus dealers concerned 
with purchasing larger quantities. 

One surplus dealer remarked after the first sale day that he had not 
successfully bid on any of the vehicular equipment in which he was 
interested, as the individuals present, apparently purchasing for their 
own use, had continually outbid him. He contended that in general 
the equipment was selling for twice the price at which he had pre- 
viously purchased similar merchandise under sealed bid. 

One significant complaint heard was that the lots were not sold 
in the order in which they were listed in the catalog. The auctioneer 
opened the sale with miscellaneous lots that he deemed of least interest 
and which would undoubtedly bring a low rate of return. Some of the 
better items were sold intermittently during the day to retain the 
interest of the large crowd. Many attractive items were held off until 
the end of the day. 
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The practice used by the auctioneer is a generally accepted auction- 
eering technique. Most of the bidders were aware of this technique 
and accepted it as standard auction practice. The reason is obvious; 
namely, to insure the presence of the maximum number of people, 
particularly those who are only interested in the attractive items, with 
the possibility of inducing them to bid on the less attractive items. 

The military officials at the depot wholeheartedly cooperated with 
the bidders in every reasonable way. They were on hand to interview 
the bidders who had any type of complaint in regard to the method or 
manner in which the sale was being conducted. Questions of pro- 
cedure were put to a majority vote of the bidders. Most impressive 
was the enthusiasm on the part of the attending bidders, kept at a 
high peak by the auctioneer, resulting not only in spirited bidding, but 
consequent higher prices on the items sold. 

The Department of Army officials in charge reported that they hoped 
to realize approximately $300,000 from the sale, or a net return of 
about 5 percent on the original acquisition cost. The gross receipts 
were $575,800, approximately, or a return of 9.74 percent. The De- 
partment of Army felt, therefore, that this was a successful sale under 
the prevailing conditions, taking into account the age and condition 
of the equipment sold. With this the committee agrees. 

The staff asked Army personnel whether similar items of material 
had been sold before by sealed bid at the depot. We were advised this 
had taken place. As a matter of fact, disposal personnel had gone 
through the auction-sale catalog lot by lot and inserted opposite each 
lot the highest price ever before received for that lot under sealed bid. 
This they termed their ‘‘expected price.’ For purposes of comparison 
the staff totaled these figures representing maximum return under 
previous sealed bid offerings. They came to $406,643. This meant 
the auction-sale proceeds of $575,800 produced $169,157 in additional 
revenue compared with the best return ever achieved by sealed bid. 
This comparison presents the sealed bid in its best light, as it would be 
optimistic to assume that each of the numerous lots sold at the auction 
sale would have brought their highest sealed-bid price if a sealed-bid 
sale had been held rather than an auction sale. 

Therefore, the Pueblo auction sale afforded statistics that were quite 
revealing and demonstrated vividly—at least in this instance—the 
wisdom of the auction-sale method. It presented a strong argument 
for greater utilization of this method of disposal. 

As there were more than 1,700 lots sold, the committee has reprinted 
the information collected as to 30 typical lots, attached to the report 
as exhibit A, in order to portray a comparison between the auction- 
sale return and the highest sealed-bid return. The 30 items analyzed 
had a total acquisition cost of $111,322.43. The highest prices pre- 
viously attained under sealed bid had only brought $10,036 for a 
return of 9.0 percent of acquisition cost. The same items at the 
auction sale brought $19,520 dor a return of 17.5 percent of acquisition 
cost. This meant that for the items selected and analyzed the auction 
sale realized $9,484 more in proceeds, for an 8.5 percent higher rate of 
return, than did the sealed-bid method. 
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Two important results of this study are worthy of special mention: 
One was for the sale of 45 half-track cars and the other was the sale 
of salvage-rubber tires. 

The half-track cars have tanklike treads on the rear end instead 
of wheels, enabling them to travel through difficult and rough terrain. 
They were manufactured by Auto-Car for the Army in 1942, and 
weighed 9 tons each. They were clearly specialized items whose com- 
mercial application, if any, was extremely limited. Hence their sale 
by the auction method is not generally authorized or recommended 
as being profitable. The highest sealed-bid price received for this 
item previously had been $300. We were advised that other sealed 
bid offerings had brought as little as $150 to $200 each. Each half- 
track car at auction brought $885 except one, which sold for $775. 

This meant a greater return to the Government of at least $26,115 
through disposal by auction sale rather than sealed bid, assuming 
that each half-track car would bring $300 at a sealed-bid sale. 

The sale of salvage-rubber tires came forcibly to the attention of 
the staff upon examination of lot 1691, in which 348 salvage bus and 
truck tires, size 1000 x 22 were sold. They had cost the Govern- 
ment originally $19,773.36. Their highest previous sale price by 
sealed bid had realized $3,000, or a return of 15 percent of acquisition 
cost. Yet at the auction sale they brought a bid of $8,000, or a 
return of 40 percent of acquisition cost. 

However, salvage property is not recommended for disposal by the 
auction-sale method by Defense Department regulations. They 
recommend three methods of disposal in the following order: (1) spot- 
bid sale, (2) sealed-bid sale, (3) negotiated sale. It was ascertained 
that four other lots of salvage tires were sold at the auction sale. 
Their return was $5,250. The previous high by sealed bid had been 
$1,625. Thus the Government benefited by $3,625 through disposal 
of these salvage tires by auction sale. Therefore, if these examples 
are representative, it appears that the Military Establishment should 
closely scrutinize its present disposal regulations and merchandising 
practices. 

VIII. Conciustons 


1. The study of the material and statistics supplied by the military 
departments reveals that the sale of surplus property by the auction 
method has yielded a greater return to the Government than through 
its disposal by other sales methods. 

2. The public not only is interested in, but seemingly prefers to 
purchase, equipment through an auction sale. The military thereby 
engenders an inestimable return in good will and better public 
relations. 

3. Based on available evidence, auction sales are no more adminis- 
tratively expensive than other methods of disposing of a similar 
quantity of surplus property. 

4. All methods of surplus sales generally listed an inadequate 
description of the items or lots being sold, creating insufficient bidder 
interest and resulting in a lower financial return to the Government. 

5. The military departments have in only one isolated instance 
made an adequate statistical comparison or analysis of the returns 
achieved on similar items through use of different sales methods to 
determine the type of sale yielding the highest rate of return to the 
Government. 
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They have delegated too much responsibility and placed too 
geil a burden on the property-disposal officers at the local camp, 
post, and station level. 

7. Enormous quantities of surplus property are being sold which 
have never been used by the military departments. 

8. Disposal of surplus military equipment has reached volume pro- 
portions to such an extent that it is “‘big business’”’ in every sense. 
It should be dealt with as such. 


IX. RecoMMENDATIONS 


All military departments (particularly the Air Force) should 
dealt scrutinize their disposal operations to see if a greater return 
is not possible by the use of better merchandising practices and more 
attractive and accurate selling techniques. Among the techniques 
the subcommittee believes greater emphasis on auction sales might 
well be considered. 

2. The Secretaries of Defense and of the respective services should 
take further steps to intensify interservice coordination of disposal 
information and experience. This interchange of information would 
be of invaluable assistance so that each department would benefit 
from the effective practices of the other departments. 

3. The Secretary of Defense should direct each of the services to 
conduct analytical studies to ascertain the return received from 
property of the same type and condition through the various sales 
methods in order to determine the method of sale yielding the highest 
return. 

4. The Secretary of Defense should submit the results of these 
studies, after completion, to the Preparedness Investigating Subcom- 
mittee. 


Exuisit A 
Analysis of 30 typical lots sold by auction sale at Pueblo Ordnance Depot, compared 
with highest sealed bid price previously received for same item 
| | Gain or 
Lot Item Acquisi- | ~ -~ | Auction | loss by 
No. | tion cost | pig price | price —— 


eC ree ers 
41 | Chevrolet truck, cargo, 1}4-ton, 4 by 4, 1942 model 


G7107, serial No. 6N /J22-2548, motor No. BV662457___ $1, 826. 50 $180 | $350 | +$170 
91 | Lewis Shepard truck, pallet lift, hand-propelled 4,000- | 
— capacity (steel wheels), model HP60, serial 
ERS ee See Tr Rae, Ae 419. 00 50 a +40 
141 Chevrolet truck, tractor, 1}¢ton, 4 by 4, 1942 model 
NE-G-7103, serial No. 9N E-223425, motor No. 
Se alta halastsvisdcnkielm aan etait ook alae ince cide 2, 606. 00 200 325 +125 
191 | Trailer, cargo, 4-ton, 2 wheels, with metal bed, model 
unknown, serial number unknown_- 321. 00 50 


| 75 +25 

241 International Harvester truck, tractor, ‘5-ton, 4 by 2 | 

(M425), cab over engine, open cab, 1944, model 

H-542-9, serial number unknown, motor No. 11012._-- 7, 244.00 | 500 575 | +75 
291 | Car, half-track 9-ton, manufactured by ate Sa 

1942, with White engine, model M15A1, serial No 

M15A1-2268, motor No. 160A X-46418_.___....._. 12, 609. 00 300 885 | +585 
341 | Dodge truck, personnel and cargo, ton 6 by 6, with | 

winch, 1943 model W C-63-T-223, serial No. 82037603, 

motor 'No. TI wc emmine 3, 915. 00 450 375 | —75 
391 | Dodge truck, personnel and cargo, 1%-tor., 6 by 6, with | 

winch, 1943 model W C-63~T-223, serial No. 82008816, | 

motor ’No. ES ia cincs ddnaghaciatvaiamdiatdee 3, 915. 00 450 410 | —40 
441 | Dodge truck, personnel and cargo, 1ton, 6 by 6, 1943 | 

model W C-62-T223, serial No. 82042175, motor No. 

PUR oodles chic ob ce one Kali Sone slven Seda 3, 630. 00 400 | 350 | —50 
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Analysis of 30 typical lots sold by auction sale at Pueblo Ordnance Depot, compared 
with highest sealed bid price previously received for # same item—Continued 





j 








541 | Dodge truck, personnel and cargo, 144-ton, 6 by 6, with 

winch, 1943 model W C63-T223, serial No. 82037457, | { 
| _ motor No: T22908504...._...-/.--.------......| 3,915.00 450 | 320 | —130 
591 | Dodge truck, personnel and cargo, 144-ton, .6 by 6, 

1943 model WC62-T223, serial No. 82009218, motor | 

, 630. 00 400 | 280 | —120 


| 
= Gain or 
Lot . Acquisi- Highest | Auction | loss by 
, Item : sealed- | 
No. | tion cost bid price| Price | auction 
method 
491 | Dodge truck, personnel and cargo, 144-ton, 6 by 6, 
with winch, 1943 model WC63-T223, serial No. 
82042034, motor No. 1223-42727... _.___ -| $3,915.00 $450 $400 | —$50 
| 


BO 2 He An cchihich sadebttebunddesshiume ae | 
641 | International-Harvester truck, tractor, 5-ton, 4 by 2, | | 

cab over engine, open cab, 1942-43 model 542-11, | | 

| _ serial No. 4411, motor No, 19474. __._...._- sinbesse 004 800 | 450 —350 

691 | International-Harvester truck, tractor, 5-ton, 4 by 2, | 

M425, cab over engine, open cab, 1944 model H-542-9, 

serial No. 3964, motor No. 7851_.......--- -| 7,244.00 500 | ar ae 
741 | Hercules trailer, cargo, 1-ton, 2-wheel, wood body, 1945 | | 

model T-6, serial No, 4653............... = onl 584. 00 50 90 +40 
791 | 
841 | 
891 |;Lot Nos. 780-999 were not used... .......-..-.-------- diced tages aio tai RE. gece teal er tee 
941 | } | 
991 
1041 | Miscellaneous nuts, pins, rivets, screws, bolts, washers, 

yokes, and gaskets, etc., approximately 53,705 | 

pounds; condition, unused_--...........-.-..-------- | 2,513.88 500 1, 800 +1, 300 
1091 | 6 each, stand for electric drill; 2 each, spreader tire; . 

2 each, spreader tire; approximately 1,440 pounds; | | ] 





condition, used..............-..- 373. 60 25 120 | +95 
1141 |M iscellaneous tools consisting of gages, ‘grinders, grease | 
guns, hammers, etc.; approximately 18,000 pounds; | | 
GUUNNO INS nO, Ce tal 5 nh ono os 5, 768. 60 250! 1,300} +1,050 
1191 | Miscellaneous tools consisting of vises, exhaust fans, 
adaptors, gages, etc.; mepapenncnnend 2,000 apa 
Oy Wooo ensesneces ; 7, 042. 79 50 | 260 | +210 
RG)! Se eS Pee eee eee ; : 
1291 | leach, compressor, air, 16 cubic feet per minute, Curtis; 


on 





approximately 1,000 pounds; condition, used...’ | 662. 50 | 60 225 +165 
Bie eile pater tepals oe Sn eee 
1391 | 1 each, buffer; approximately 200 pounds; condition, 

BR aS apn ete SEAS sae 63. 50 50 | +45 
1441 | 2 each, drill; approximately 50 pounds; condition, used 246. 00 | 25 | 90 +65 
1491 | Deleted. ; : 5 oe cg 
1541 | 86 each, tires, 750 by 20; ‘Leach, tire, 650 by 16; approxi- | 

mately 2,535 pounds; condition, used. __- | 202. 20 85 600 +515 
1591 | 1 each, hammer, motor-driven, 100-pound; approxi- | | 

mately 2,000 pounds; condition, used____ 937. 00 | 25 350 +4325 
BOG)” 5 TRIO noon on ai oo cir nn eee ws | i a 
1691 | Salvage tires, consisting of 348 each, 1,000 by 22 tires, | | 

truck or bus; approximately 42,800 pounds | 19, 773.36 | 3, 000 | 8, 000 +5, 000 ) 
1741 | Approximately 20 each, locker, wall; approximately | 

1,200 pounds; condition, used’ ____ 200. 00 20 | 80 | +60 | 
1791 | 2 each, bin, revolving; approximately 400 pounds; con- | | 

dition, ne ee er ae 131. 00 | 6 40 +34 

| 


1841 Miscellaneous tools and shop equipment, consisting of | 
battery chargers, cabinets, hoists, jacks, ete.; ap- | 
proximately 3,000 pounds; condition, used. __- 169. 50 | 30 400 +370 

1891 | 5 each, transfer case, jeep, approximate weight 80 
pounds; condition, used; approximate weight of lot, 
400 pounds. . .........-- 300.00 | 25 80 +55 

1941 | Miscellaneous auto parts, consisting of pumps, springs, 
bearings, speedometers, pressure plates, etc.; ap- | 
proximately 12,707 pounds; condition, used_. --_- a 9, 000. 00 | 700 | 650 —50 


10, 036 19, 520 +9, 484 





PR thn Seca icndcchasntepehbni~sheninest 11 1, 322. 43 





Note.—The sealed-bid return was 9 percent of acquisition costs; the auction return was 17.5 percent of 
acquisition cost. 








